This study examines how trust, connectivity and thriving drive employees' innovative behaviors in the workplace. Using a sample of one hundred and seventy two employees across a variety of jobs and industries, we investigated the relationship between trust, connectivity (both measured at Time 1), thriving and innovative work behaviors (both measured at Time 2). Trust and connectivity were hypothesized to create a nurturing environment that enables people to thrive and be innovative in their work. The results of structural equation modeling (SEM) indicate a sequential mediation model in which connectivity mediates the relationship between trust and thriving, and thriving mediates the relationship between connectivity and innovative behaviors. The theoretical and practical implications for employee thriving and innovative behaviors at work are discussed.
INTRODUCTION
There has been growing scholarly interest in understanding human thriving at work. Much had been published in the popular realm on how to "survive and thrive" on almost any topic that involves a challenge (such as finding a job or firing a subordinate), but little research had been conducted on what it really means to thrive or why thriving matters for both employees and their organizations. Recently, conceptual work on thriving suggests that when people in work organizations are thriving, they feel progress and momentum in their work. Thriving is defined as the joint experience of a sense of learning (growing and getting better at what one does at work) and a sense of vitality (feeling energized and alive at work) . These dimensions can be seen as reflecting the cognitive (learning) and affective (vitality) foundations of personal growth. Although theory and research on thriving are relatively nascent (Warr, 2007) , thriving is generally argued to increase both short-term individual functioning and long-term adaptability at work . For example, individual thriving at work has been found to be associated with organizationally relevant work outcomes. In a study that crossed levels of the organizational hierarchy and different industries, thriving has been found to be associated with better individual task performance and more organizational citizenship behaviors (including courtesy, altruism, and civic virtue) (Porath, Spreitzer & Gibson, 2007) . Moreover, when individuals report they are thriving, they have healthier lifestyle behaviors and can adjust better to changing life conditions (such as adjustment to a MBA program) (Spreitzer, Cobb, & Stevens, 2007) .
While these studies have contributed to our understanding of the concept of thriving and its effect on work outcomes such as task performance and adjustment to changing conditions, we have yet to see studies that examine thriving at work in relation to more creative or innovative behaviors. Creativity may be defined as the production of novel and useful ideas (Amabile, 1983; Mumford & Gustafson, 1988) . Innovative behavior goes beyond creativity to include the adoption, production, and implementation of novel and useful ideas (Scott & Bruce, 1994) . Innovative behaviors at work include actions such as seeking out new ideas, championing ideas at work, and securing funds/planning for the implementation of ideas (Scott & Bruce, 1994) . This type of behavior requires more risk and out-of-the-box thinking than the work related outcomes of thriving studied to date -it is less focused on compliance and fitting in with the status quo. The relationship between thriving and innovative behavior is the focus of our research.
While understanding the relationship between thriving at work and innovation helps expand our understanding how and why thriving matters at work, our study also contributes to the literature on creative and innovative behavior. As Ward (2004) suggested, creativity is a complex phenomenon that requires theoretical models that combine cognitions, personality traits, affect, and environmental influences. Most research, however, tends to examine one or two of these components in relative isolation to the others. Little research has integrated these factors to better predict innovative behaviors. This is especially true for field-based research in work contexts -much research is laboratory based. In this study, we look at the effects of an individual's work environment (in terms of levels of trust and connectivity) on a psychological state (thriving, which is composed of both cognitive and affective elements) which in turn is expected to enhance innovative behavior. In this way, we respond to Ward (2004) by examining cognitive, affective, and work context influences together in one study. We suggest that trust and connectivity may be important antecedents to innovative work behaviors through their impact on thriving.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Before turning to thriving's relationship with innovative behaviors, the thriving construct must be differentiated from related constructs examined in prior research on innovation. One key psychological state examined in prior work is intrinsic motivation. Motivation is frequently defined as some variant on "the psychological forces that energize behavior" (e.g., Kanfer, 1990; Mitchell & Daniels, 2003; Latham & Pinder, 2005) . Thriving captures this central tenant of motivation as it reflects an energetic force (i.e., vitality) that can direct work-related behavior (i.e., learning at and through work). However, thriving is not the same as intrinsic motivation, which is seen as the desire to do something based on the enjoyment of the behavior itself rather than relying on or requiring external reinforcement. Sonenshein, Dutton, Dutton, Spreitzer and Sutcliffe (2006) found that thriving narratives sometimes reflected intrinsic motivation (people were thriving when they were passionate about their work content or work relationships); at other times, these narratives emphasized achievement and recognition.
Individuals' innovative behaviors in the workplace are the foundation of any high-performance organization. This is especially apparent in a knowledge-based economy where intangible assets come to the forefront (Carmeli & Tishler, 2004) and play an ever more significant role in enhancing organizational competitiveness and "doing more with less". Given increased global competition over intangible talents, organizations need their employees' best ideas, regardless of task responsibility or level of organizational hierarchy. Employees are often on the front line with customers and see opportunities for change and improvement in work processes and procedures that are invisible to managers or others formally responsible for innovation in the organization. Indeed, a key to organizational survival is the process of creative destruction where an organization needs to weed out old competences and incessantly create new ones (Schumpeter, 1975) . This process, however, is often enabled through employees who have more up-todate and nuanced knowledge about developments in the larger market (Foster & Kaplan, 2001 ) who can come up with and implement new ideas. Hence, "the study of what motivates or enables individual innovative behavior is critical" for future research (Scott & Bruce, 1994, p. 580 ).
As described above there is a great deal of research on ways in which cognitive, affect and work context can enable more creativity and innovative behavior. In terms of cognitive constructs, we know why cognitive biases, structures, and processes impact creativity (e.g., Finke, 1996; Friedman & Forster, 2002; Mumford, Blair, Dailey, Leritz & Osburn, 2004; Ward, 1994 Ward, , 2004 Ward, Patterson & Sifonis, 2004) . Research suggests that creativity entails traits such intelligence and wisdom (Sternberg, 2001) , creative self-efficacy (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2007; Phelan & Young, 2003; Tierney & Farmer, 2002) , unconscious thought processes (Martindale, 1981) , and openness to experience (McCrae, 1987) , all of which enhance the potential for innovative behavior. In terms of affect, researchers have found discrepant results in that both positive affect (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005; Isen, Daubman & Nowicki, 1987) and negative affect (George & Zhou, 2002; Zhou & George, 2001) have at times been shown to contribute to creativity, indicating the importance of intervening variables.
Finally, there is a good body of literature detailing how and why work environments (e.g., Amabile, 1997; Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron, 1996; Gilson & Shalley, 2004; Hunter, Bedell, & Mumford, 2007) , and especially leadership (e.g., style and expectations, and influence tactics) (see Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989; Mumford, Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999) affect individual and team creativity and innovation.
Our research adopts an integrative approach and examines how work environment and cognitive and affective aspects of thriving enhance innovative work behavior. In what follows, we develop a rationale to account for the ways in which thriving may lead individuals to display innovative behavior. We also articulate why trust in one's employer and connectivity may enable innovative behaviors through enhancement of thriving at work.
Prior conceptual work has suggested that strong relationships form the foundation upon which thriving endures. Spreitzer et al. (2005) hypothesized that a climate of trust and respect and the development of relational resources are important enablers of thriving at work. Only one study has empirically examined the relational foundations of thriving at work; it found that uncivil interactions (i.e., rudeness, disrespect) among colleagues are negatively related to thriving (Porath et al., 2007) . But what positive elements of relationships enable thriving? An additional contribution of this paper is a deeper exploration of the relational foundations of thriving at work. The logic for these relationships is developed theoretically below. Figure 1 provides an overview of our theoretical framework. 
EMPLOYEE THRIVING AND INNOVATIVE BEHAVIORS AT WORK
Why does thriving facilitate innovative behaviors at work? To answer this question we further conceptualize the idea of innovative work behavior, and then show theoretically how each dimension of thriving at work may facilitate innovative work behavior.
Individual innovative behavior in the workplace has three parts (Scott & Bruce, 1994) . First, the individual recognizes a problem and comes up with new solutions and ideas. Second, the individual seeks ways to promote her or his solutions and ideas, and builds legitimacy and support both inside and outside the organization. Third, the individual makes the idea or solution concrete by producing a prototype or model of the innovation that can be experienced, applied and Black used within a work role, a group, or the organization as a whole (Kanter, 1988) . As such, innovative work behavior encompasses all three parts ranging from when an individual recognizes a problem for which he or she generates new (novel or adopted from another context) ideas and solutions to when the individual works to promote and build support for them and finally produces an applicable prototype or model for the use and benefit of the organization or parts within it.
We reason that thriving may be an important catalyst of innovative behaviors at work. First, when individuals are learning and growing at work (the first dimension of thriving), they are in a favorable position to recognize problems and come up with new ideas. Amabile (1998) indicated that learning at work is necessary for building expertise (i.e., everything a person knows in the domain of work including technical, procedural, and intellectual know-how), which is a foundation for innovative behavior. It is through the learning process that individuals are likely to see the possibilities for new ways of doing and creating at work. Learning at work can also facilitate the other elements of innovative behaviors which are more about the implementation of innovative ideas. The new competencies and capabilities individuals are learning at and through work can increase their confidence to create legitimacy in the eyes of others, move beyond the status quo, and try new things.
Second, when individuals experience vitality in their work (the second dimension of thriving) they are more likely to have the energy and motivation to engage in innovative work. This energy, which involves the positive emotion experienced when a person is capable of and eager to engage in a particular behavior or undertake a task (Dutton, 2003; Quinn & Dutton, 2005) , is important for going beyond the normal roles and responsibilities to think and act creatively. Although prior work has found that negative affect can foster creativity (George & Zhou, 2002; Kaufman & Vosburg, 1997) , recent research has explained these discrepant findings by showing that it is the arousal inherent in positive affect that explains the link between positive affect and creativity (Filipowitz, 2006) . In addition, Kark and Carmeli (2009) have shown that vitality facilitates employee involvement in creative work. Innovative work is not passive -it requires promoting and championing ideas which takes energy. Innovative work is by nature a proactive kind of work behavior (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006) where individuals seek out new technologies, processes, techniques, or even product ideas. Feeling capable of and eager to engage in innovative work behavior is especially crucial in the face of the skepticism and resistance that innovators face from others who believe that the status quo is acceptable or even preferable (Dutton, Ashford, O'Neill, & Lawrence, 2001 ). Further, it requires psychological conditions that enable individuals to engage in innovative behaviors. For example, Vinarski-Peretz and Carmeli (in press) found that psychological conditions manifested by psychological safety, psychological meaningfulness and psychological availability, are key to motivating employees to engage in innovative behaviors.
When individuals experience positive moods at work, their creative thinking and problem solving skills are facilitated (Hirt, Levine, McDonald, & Melton, 1997 Fredrickson's "broaden and build" theory of positive emotion (Fredrickson, 2003) provides a theoretical reasoning for why thriving facilitates innovative behaviors at work. In her research, Fredrickson (2001) found that when people experience positive emotions like vitality, they broaden their thought-action repertoires. Fredrickson (2001) introduces the term thought-action repertoire because positive emotions spark changes in cognitive activities which then contribute to behavioral tendencies -positive emotions themselves do not spark the behavioral tendencies. The term repertoire indicates the patterns of thoughts and actions that occur together in response to positive emotions. This broadening process may enable individuals to come up with fresh ideas. Positive emotions do more than broaden, however; they also build resources (Fredrickson, 2001 ). These include intellectual resources (which may help people be more creative and mindful), psychological resources (which enable more optimism and resilience which are also important in helping overcome the resistance from others) and social resources (which may help a person build legitimacy with others for the implementation of new ideas). This vitality may also be an indicator of one's level of intrinsic motivation, which has been found to be an important prerequisite for innovative behavior (Amabile, 1988) . We thus hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 1. Thriving will be positively associated with innovative work behaviors.
CONNECTIVITY AND THRIVING Connectivity is defined as relationships that are open and encourage generativity (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Losada & Heaphy, 2004) . Connectivity in relationships enables people to see the diverse influences that come from others as opportunities for learning and growth at work. Connectivity involves seeing the value in relationships for learning new things, generating new ideas, and seeking opportunities to explore and grow. Connectivity implies a safe environment for people to try new things and take risks which facilitate learning and growth at and through work (Edmondson, 1999) . Connectivity is also a key to broadening perspectives and building connections and hence is central to learning and ultimately to creativity (Hargadon, 2006) . Vitality and learning, the two dimensions of thriving, are deeply rooted in social systems that are connective . For example, Miller and Stiver (1997) suggest that the development of the self occurs through dynamic interactions with others. Their relational view of self-development describes how vitality -what they term "zest" -comes from relational connections with others. People feel vital when they have deep, generative relationships with others. Second, with respect to learning, many scholars claim that learning does not take place solely in the individual mind or in isolation from others (Wenger, 1998) . Instead, learning occurs in social connections -through interactions with others in the doing of work, talking about work, and observing others doing their work (Brown & Duguid, 1991) . Learning takes place through the social connections More specific to thriving research, Spreitzer et al. (2005) suggest that thriving is more likely to occur when individuals heedfully relate to others (a construct that is highly consistent with connectivity). When individuals relate heedfully, they act in ways that demonstrate that they understand how their own job fits with the jobs of others to accomplish the goals of the system. When individuals relate heedfully, they are more able and likely to help others and provide social support. Helping others and providing social support often increase affective (Carlson, Charlin, & Miller, 1988) and physiological (Brown, Nesse, Vinokur, & Smith, 2003) energy -in line with the vitality dimension of thriving. Moreover, connectivity may promote a sense of learning, the second dimension of thriving, as well. As coworkers enable each other to be open to new approaches, they are likely to learn from the strategies and approaches used by these coworkers (Bandura, 1986) . Consequently, connectivity in relationships can enable individuals to acquire and use new skills, and hence experience learning at and through work (Parker & Sprigg, 1998) . Thus, we suggest that:
Hypothesis 2: Connectivity will be positively associated with thriving.
CONNECTIVITY, THRIVING, AND INNOVATIVE BEHAVIOR
We expect that connectivity will not only have an effect on thriving, it will also, in turn, be associated with innovative work behavior. In terms of a direct relationship between connectivity and innovative behavior, Amabile (1998) reported that people are more creative when they have more supportive connections with those they work with because they feel psychologically safe to try new things. Amabile (1998) also found that connectivity with one's supervisor (i.e., encouragement from supervisors that one's work is valued and matters to the organization) is associated with creative behavior in subordinates. Supervisors build connectivity with their subordinates when they show empathy for subordinates' feelings, help alleviate stressful situations, create an atmosphere free of threatening evaluations, and demonstrate openness to subordinates' ideas (Albrecht & Hall, 1991; Amabile, 1997; Delbecq & Mills, 1985) . Kanter (1983) further found that connectivity with one's manager (through participative, collaborative management and open communication) was important for innovation in organizations. All of these findings are consistent with the idea that more connectivity in work relationships should be related to innovative behavior.
While there is evidence to suggest a direct link between connectivity and innovative work behavior, we propose that thriving will mediate the link between connectivity and innovative work behavior. The generativity inherent in connectivity (i.e., relationships help generate new ideas and seek out new opportunities) enables people to learn from each other -the first dimension of thriving. Moreover, because connectivity reflects relationships that are open to new ideas and diverse influences, this generativity will produce vitality in individuals -the second dimension of thriving. People are likely to get fired up when they are embedded in open relationships where people listen to each other and share ideas and information with each other. Thus, we hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 3. Thriving will mediate the relationship between connectivity and innovative behavior.
TRUST, CONNECTIVITY, AND THRIVING Trust is defined as "one's expectations, assumptions, or beliefs about the likelihood that another's future actions will be beneficial, favorable, or at least not detrimental to one's interests" (Robinson, 1996, p. 576) . As a core relational construct, trust is often conceptualized in terms of one's perceived risk of vulnerability within a connection (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998) . Thus, trust is conceptualized as "the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party" (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman (1995, p. 712) and an expression of confidence by a party that his or her vulnerability will not be exploited and that he or she will not be harmed by the behaviors or actions of the other party (Blau, 1964; Deutsch, 1958; Jones & George, 1998; Kramer, 1999; Robinson, 1996; Zand, 1972) . Trust and connectivity are both relational mechanisms by which individuals may be encouraged to engage in work tasks. Indeed, both trust and connectivity are important for increasing the emotional space needed for creativity (Losada, 1999) . As observed by Losada and Heaphy (2004) , team members showing appreciation and encouragement to their teammates created emotional spaces that were expansive and opened up possibilities for action and creativity. However, when members faced an atmosphere charged with distrust and cynicism and there was a low level of connectivity in the relationships between team members, a very restrictive emotional space was created and teams achieved relatively low performance.
However, trust and connectivity are conceptually distinct constructs. Trust manifests the degree of one's vulnerability to another (Zand, 1972) whereas connectivity does not explicitly specify vulnerability in a person's relationship with another person. In addition, whereas connectivity indicates relationships that are generative, one may believe that his or her relationships with another person are characterized by a high level of trust, yet still not feel generativity.
We suggest that trust in one's employer will be associated with more thriving at work directly, as well as indirectly through, or mediated by, connectivity. In terms of a direct relationship, trust is likely to enhance vitality (one dimension of thriving). When individuals develop trust in their organization, their level of vitality to engage in work tasks is likely to increase, contributing to the vitality dimension of thriving. Whereas a trusting organizational environment augments positive feelings and the vitality to participate and contribute to others and the organization, a mistrusting environment grates on people (Mishra, 1996) . People who experience mistrust and disrespect report psychological distress (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001 ) and negative emotional effects (Pearson & Porath, 2005) . Negative emotions and attitudes from a rude or disrespectful environment 43-3-2009.p65 9/15/2009, 4:23 PM 34
Black ultimately decrease vitality (Porath & Erez, 2008) . Trust in one's employer is also likely to enable more learning at and through work (the second dimension of thriving) because people recognize the psychological contract (Rousseau, 1989; Rousseau & Parks, 1994 ) and feel they have the support and encouragement of their employer to take risks and try new things.
We also posit an indirect relationship; namely that connectivity will mediate or explain why trust is associated with more thriving at work. Robinson (1996) theorized that trust in one's employer (organization) is important because it creates a psychological contract or is negatively related to a psychological breach. We argue that trust cultivates both openness and generativity, which are manifestations of connectivity. Trust cultivates an open space where people can exchange ideas, accept the different, as well as a space where they can generate and implement new ideas.
Trust also enhances psychological safety (Edmondson, 2004; Kahn, 1990; May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004) which underpins notions of connectivity. Psychological safety is rooted in relationships characterized by a high level of trust (Edmondson, 1999) . Studies have also linked trust and psychological safety to learning, which is one dimension of thriving at work. When individuals do not have trust in their employer, they tend to either shut down or use up valuable cognitive assets while trying to make sense of the environment or how they should respond (Mishra, 1996) . Thus, mistrustful environments inhibit openness and generativity and can drain emotional and cognitive resources necessary for learning at and through work (Porath & Erez, 2008) . Trust can enhance feelings of efficacy and capability at work (Spreitzer & Mishra, 1999) , thus allowing individuals (and groups) to engage in more proactive and risk taking behaviors (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995) which can facilitate learning at and through work (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Hargadon, 1999) . Thus, we posit that trust in one's employer is likely to facilitate openness and generative relationships with other members in the organization which in turn will help the individual to thrive in his or her work. METHOD SAMPLE AND PROCEDURE Two hundred and thirty employees were asked to participate in this study. The employees came from different organizations in different industries in Israel. Participants were asked to complete a structured survey at two points in time, with a lag of three weeks between Time 1 and Time 2. We chose a time lag of three weeks because we wanted to examine how trust and connectivity at one point in time influenced thriving at a later point in time -but not have so much time elapse that the participants' life circumstances would have changed in any significant way. Three weeks seemed long enough for respondents not to remember their original answers in responding to the thriving and innovative work behavior measures. The average time for completing each questionnaire was about 15 minutes. Respondents selected a unique and anonymous identifier so that we could match the same respondent's completed questionnaires from Time 1 with that from Time 2, and to preserve anonymity.
We received 194 surveys. However, because of missing data we focused on only the 172 surveys of employees who completed the two surveys, representing a response rate of 74.78%. The missing cases were due to people failing to respond to one or items in the survey. The respondents' average age was 32.73 years (s.d. 8.43), and their average job tenure was 5.16 years (s.d. 6.02). Fiftyone percent of the respondents were female, and 55 percent were living with a spouse. Thirty-one percent of the participants held a high school or diploma degree, 50.8% held a Bachelor's Degree, while the remainder of the participants held a Master's degree or above.
MEASURES
The Appendix presents all the items for the survey variables.
Innovative work behaviors. We used the 6-item scale developed by Scott and Bruce (1994) designed to assess employee innovative behaviors at work. Employees were asked to report on the extent to which they engage in and display innovative behaviors at work. Sample items were (1) "I seek out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or product ideas at work" and (2) "I generate creative ideas at work". Responses were made on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = "not at all" to 5 = "to an exceptional degree". Results of factor analysis on all measurement items used in this study showed that all items pertaining to innovative work behavior loaded onto one factor with an eigenvalue of 4.61, accounting for 14.88 percent of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .74 to .82.
Thriving. Thriving refers to a process of human growth manifest in both learning and vitality . Consistent with this definition, we used three items to measure learning at and through work (sample item: "To what extent do you learn new things at work?") and 8 items used in Atwater and Carmeli's (2009) study to measure feelings of vitality or energy at work (sample item: "I feel active and energetic at work"). Responses were made on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = "not at all" to 5 = "to an exceptional degree". Results of factor analysis on all measurement items used in this study showed that all items pertaining to thriving loaded onto two factors. The first factor consisted of the vitality items, with an eigenvalue of 5.78, accounting for 52.56 percent of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .80 to .86. The second factor consisted of the three learning items, with an eigenvalue of 2.85, accounting for 25.92 percent of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .81 to .92. However, because learning and vitality are both elements of the higher order construct thriving, like Spreitzer, Cobb and Stevens (2007), we modeled thriving as a second-order construct which is manifested by two firstorder constructs: learning and vitality (see Figure 1) . The Cronbach's alpha for thriving was .94. Connectivity. To measure connectivity, we found the concept of high quality connection to be relevant (Losada, 1999; Losada & Heaphy, 2004) . This concept indicates relationships reflecting generativity and openness to new ideas and influences (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003) . To assess the degree of connectivity members have with each other in the organization we constructed four items to measure openness in a relationship (sample item: "We have very open relationships") and three items to measure the degree to which a relationship is generative (sample item: "The relationships we have enable us to generate new things"). Responses were made on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = "not at all" to 5 = "to an exceptional degree". Results of a factor analysis on all measurement items used in this study showed that all items pertaining to connectivity at work loaded onto one factor with an eigenvalue of 4.95, accounting for 15.96 percent of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .68 to .78. The Cronbach's alpha for this measure was .93.
Trust in one's employer. To assess trust in one's employer, we used four items of the scale developed and validated by Robinson (1996) . Respondents were asked to report on the extent to which there is trust in the relationship between them and their employer. A sample item is "In general, I believe my employer's motives and intentions are good." Responses were made on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = "not at all" to 5 = "to an exceptional degree". Results of factor analysis on all measurement items used in this study showed that all items pertaining to trust loaded onto one factor with an eigenvalue of 3.11, accounting for 10.03 percent of the variance and having factor loadings ranging from .73 to .85. The Cronbach's alpha for this measure was .87.
Control Variables. We controlled for organizational tenure because the work domain expertise that comes with tenure (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Tierney & Farmer, 2004 ) may account for variance in innovative behaviors. We also controlled for age because previous research suggests that older workers who have been with a company for some time often are less innovative in their workpeople tend to become set in their ways over time (Janssen, 2004) . In addition we controlled for educational level since previous research indicates that people with lower educational attainment may have less positive attitudes toward their work. Following Carmeli and Schaubroeck's (2007) study, we also controlled for gender differences (1 = Female, 0 = Male) because they may account for variation in the degree to which men and women are involved in innovative work. Finally, although previous research has suggested that some level of creative and innovative behavior is required for almost any job (Shalley, Gilson, & Baum, 2000; Unsworth, 2001 ), others (Gilson & Shalley, 2004) note the need to control for jobs that require a high level of creative and innovative behaviors by constructing a dummy variable (jobs that require high level of innovative behaviors = 1 and jobs that require low level of creative and innovative behaviors = 0). We obtained information about the jobs held by each participant. Consistent with previous research, managers, engineers, programmers, analysts, physicists, marketing employees, physicians and consultants and TV content specialists were considered as having jobs that require more creativity and innovation at work.
Data Analyses
To estimate the research model, we used structural equation modeling (SEM) (Bollen, 1989) , employing AMOS 6 software (Arbuckle, 2003) . We followed the two-step approach to SEM outlined by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) in which construct validity was assessed using confirmatory factor analysis followed by a comparison of a sequence of nested structural models. To overcome problems associated with using a single goodness-of-fit index in SEM , we used several goodness-of-fit indices in assessing the fit of the research model (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 1998) . These fit indices include the Chi-square statistic divided by the degrees of freedom (χ 2 /df); Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis coefficient (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). As suggested in the literature (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 1998) , the following criteria of goodness-of-fit indices were used to assess the model-fit: the χ 2 /df ratio is recommended to be less than 3; the values of RFI, NFI, CFI, and TLI are recommended to be greater than .90; RMSEA is recommended to be up to .05, and acceptable up to .08.
RESULTS
The means, standard deviations, reliabilities and correlations among the research variables are presented in Table 1 . Consistent with our hypotheses, the bivariate correlations indicate that innovative work behavior is positively related to thriving, (r = .66, p < .001), connectivity (r = .49, p < .001), and trust (r = .27, p < .001). The results also show that trust is positively associated with both connectivity (r = .56, p < .001) and thriving (r = .44, p < .001). We also found that there is a positive relationship between connectivity and thriving (r = .68, p < .001) 
Preliminary Analyses
Prior to testing the proposed model, we sought to show evidence of the construct validity of the exogenous and endogenous variables. Using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), a second-order measurement model was tested to assess whether each of the measurement items would load significantly onto the scales with which they were associated. The results of the overall CFA showed acceptable fit with the data; a Chi-square of 889.3 with 349 degrees of freedom, and other goodness-of-fit statistics (CFI = .88; IFI = .88; TLI = .86; RMSEA = .08) were obtained. Standardized coefficients from items to factors ranged from .72 to .92. In addition, the results for the CFA indicated that the relationship between each indicator variable and its respective construct was statistically significant (p < .01), establishing the posited relationships among indicators and constructs, and thus, convergent validity (see Hair et al., 1998) .
We also tested two alternative factor analyzed models. First, we specified a two-factor model where the observed items of both trust and connectivity (both measured at Time 1) were loaded onto one latent factor and the observed items of both thriving and innovative work behaviors (both measured at Time 2) were loaded onto another latent factor. This model tests whether a common method at the two different points in time captures the variation in the measures. The results of this two-factor model generated the following fit indices: a Chi-square of 1934.71 with 353 degrees of freedom, and CFI = .65; IFI = .65; NFI = .61; TLI = .591; RMSEA = .15. We also explored a one-factor model where all observed items were loaded onto the same latent variable. This model is expected to capture the extent of common method variance overall. The results of the one-factor model yielded the following fit indices: a Chi-square of 2097.3 with 354 degrees of freedom, and CFI = .61; IFI = .61; NFI = .57; TLI = .58; RMSEA = .16. The relatively poor fit of both of these alternative models indicates that the hypothesized second-order measurement model fits the data well and thus we could move forward with the tests of our hypotheses.
Model Comparisons and Hypothesis Tests
Trust, connectivity, thriving and innovative work behaviors are multi-item latent constructs, and therefore we used maximum likelihood SEM to test the model. We evaluated the fit using the various fit indices described above as well as the significance of the completely standardized path estimates (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Bollen, 1989) .
We first compared the hypothesized research model shown in Figure 1 (which we will refer to as Model 1) with the same model with two additional paths from (a) trust to thriving and (b) connectivity to innovative work behaviors (which we will refer to as Model two). Thus, we compared the hypothesized fully mediated relationship (Model 1) to an alternative partially mediated set of relationships (Model 2). In addition, we compared Model one with a model in which we drew, in addition to the added paths of Model 2, a path from trust to innovative work behaviors (which we will refer to as Model 3).
The results of the research model (Model 1) in Figure 2 showed good fit with the data; a Chi-square of 625.98 with 346 degrees of freedom, and other goodness-of-fit statistics (CFI = .94; IFI = .94; TLI = .93; RMSEA = .06) were obtained. Values of .90 and above on TLI is desirable, and the value of .06 on RMSEA provides evidence that the model fits the data well. The results indicate significant paths from (a) trust to connectivity (.56, p < .001), (b) connectivity to thriving (.76, p < .001), and (c) thriving to innovative work behavior (.71, p < .001). The model explained 51 percent of the variance in innovative work behaviors.
The results of Model 2, which posited partial mediation by adding two paths from (a) trust to thriving and (b) connectivity to innovative work behaviors, yielded similar goodness-of-fit statistics: a Chi-square of 624.31 with 344 degrees of freedom; CFI = .94; IFI = .93; TLI = .93; RMSEA = .06. However, the two new paths from (a) trust to thriving and (b) connectivity to innovative work behaviors were not significant (.003, p = .97; -.18, p = .24, respectively). Thus, the more parsimonious Model 1 was preferred.
Next, we also compared Model 1 to the second alternative non-mediated model (Model 3) in which three additional paths were specified (a) trust to thriving, (b) trust to innovative work behaviors, and (c) connectivity to innovative work behaviors. A Chi-square of 622.503 with 343 degrees of freedom and other fit-of-indices (CFI = .94; IFI = .94; TLI = .93; RMSEA = .06) were obtained. These goodness-offit indices are similar to those of Model one. However, none of the newly added paths were significant: (a) trust to thriving (.05, p = .57), (b) trust to innovative work behaviors (-.12, p = .18), and (c) connectivity to innovative work behaviors (-.12, p = .46). We accordingly accepted the theoretical model (Model 1), which is shown in Figure 1 , as the most parsimonious (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) . We also used Model 1 as the benchmark (e.g., comparison group) for all other models and compared chi-square differences. Results indicate that the differences between Model 1 and both alternative models were not significant. In addition, as explained below, consistent with rules of model parsimony, the data of Model 1 support full mediation and thus this model was selected. The results also meet the guidelines for testing mediation as outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) and more recently modified and stipulated in Kenny, Kashy and Bolger's (1998) paper. Following MacKinnon et al. (2002), we simultaneously tested the significance of both the path from an initial variable to a mediator and the path from the mediator to an outcome as this approach provides, relative to other approaches, the best balance of type I error rates and statistical power.
As described above, the hypothesized mediation model (Figure 1) showed that all paths were significant: (1) the path from trust to connectivity (.56, p < .001), (2) the path from connectivity to thriving (.76, p < .001), and (3) the path from thriving to innovative work behaviors (.71, p < .001). The findings of Model 3 indicate that the paths from (1) trust to thriving (.05, p = .57), (2) trust to innovative work behaviors (-.11, p = .18), and (3) connectivity to innovative work behaviors (-.12, p = .46) were not significant while the specified mediators, (1) connectivity for the relationship between trust and thriving and (2) thriving for the relationship between connectivity and innovative work behaviors, remained significant (.76, p < .001, and ,79, p < .001). Hence, these results support Hypothesis 3, which posited that the relationship between connectivity and employee innovative work behaviors would be mediated by thriving, as well as Hypothesis 5, which predicted that connectivity would mediate the relationship between trust and employee sense of thriving.
To further evaluate our mediation model, we followed Shrout and Bolger's (2002) recommendation to conduct bootstrap analyses in order to provide a more rigorous test of whether the mediated effects found in the model were statistically significant. The analysis tested the mediating effect of (1) connectivity in the relationship between trust and thriving, and (2) thriving in the relationship between connectivity and innovative work behaviors. The results of 1,000 usable bootstrap samples that were obtained show that none of the 1,000 usable bootstrap samples had a value less than zero, indicating that the mediated effects observed earlier were significant .
In addition, we tested the effects of the control variables on the innovative work behaviors in a regression analysis. The results indicate no significant effect of age, tenure, education or jobs that require a high level of innovation on innovative work behaviors. However, we found a significant effect of gender on innovative work behaviors, suggesting that compared to women, men reported a higher level of engagement in innovative work.
Additional Analyses
We also contrasted the model across jobs that require more and less creativity. To test these potential differences we created a dummy variable (1 = more creative job and 0 = less creative job). Because of this split two small samples were created. Thus, we used path analysis to test our model.
In Black between trust and connectivity was positive and significant (.44, p < .001). Connectivity was significantly related to thriving (.45, p < .001), and thriving was significantly associated with innovative work behaviors (.52, p < .001).
In the sample consisting of employees in less creative jobs (N = 112), the results of the path analysis model of Trust ➞ Connectivity ➞ Thriving ➞ Innovative Work Behaviors, when controlling for age and tenure, showed good fit with the data. A Chi-square of 11.2 with 9 degrees of freedom and other fit-of-indices (CFI = .99; IFI = .99; TLI = .98; RMSEA = .045) were obtained. The relationship between trust and connectivity was positive and significant (.57, p < .001). Connectivity was significantly related to thriving (.69, p < .001), and thriving was significantly associated with innovative work behaviors (.61, p < .001).
The findings of these two separate models indicate the importance of trust and connectivity in fostering thriving, which, in turn, is a key to facilitating innovative work behaviors.
DISCUSSION
In this study, we examined the relationship between trust, connectivity (both measured at Time 1) and thriving and innovative work behaviors (both measured at Time 2). To summarize the findings, the SEM results indicate a sequential mediation model in which connectivity mediates the relationship between trust and thriving, and thriving mediates the relationship between connectivity and innovative work behaviors. These findings support the posited research model hypotheses advanced in the theoretical part of this paper.
THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS
A key contribution of the current study to the literature is our attempt to bring contextual, cognitive, and affective influences on innovative behavior into a single theoretical model. We provide the first examination of relational antecedents of thriving and their implications for innovative work behaviors. In doing so, we respond to recent calls by Shalley, Zhou and Oldham (2004) for research which examines how mediators (beyond the traditional focus on intrinsic motivation) impact on creative/innovative behaviors at work. These authors explicitly emphasized the need to examine positive affect as one key mediator (2004, p. 945) . Our work indeed captures positive affect (i.e., vitality) as one dimension of thriving. In particular, our study and its findings contribute to the literature on thriving, innovative work behaviors, and relational mechanisms at work. First, our study sheds light and extends previous studies on the outcomes of employee feelings of thriving at work. Prior research on thriving outcomes has focused on in-role outcomes such as task performance as well as extra-role performance such as organizational citizenship behaviors (Porath et al, 2007) . However, the current study differs from these previous studies in that we delineate why thriving may also enable more proactive, risk-full behaviors such as creativity and innovation in the workplace. Thriving at work not only enables employees to get their job done well but also increases their capacity to display innovative work behaviors -bringing new ideas to the table, gaining buy-in for these ideas, and creating momentum for implementation.
Second, the present research also expands the body of knowledge on innovative work behaviors by theorizing a more complex model of work behaviors. Although previous research has indicated that both trust and connectivity are important relational facilitators of innovative and creative behaviors at work, we found that as expected, there is a sequential relationship between trust, connectivity, thriving and innovative work behaviors. Specifically, our findings suggest that there are indirect relationships between trust and thriving (through connectivity) as well as between connectivity and innovative work behaviors (through thriving). This taps both relational and psychological antecedents in explaining the degree to which individuals engage in and display innovative work behaviors.
Third, extant theory and research have tended to focus on the effect of either cognitive antecedents such as creative self-efficacy (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2007; Phelan & Young, 2003; Tierney & Farmer, 2002) or affective antecedents (Amabile et al, 2005; Madjar et al, 2002) on creative behaviors at work. We extend this body of research because our study adds credence to the idea that cognitions focused on learning and emotional vitality or energy play an important role in fueling creative and innovative behaviors at work. Last, our research contributes to a better understanding of the implications of trust in one's employer in augmenting connective relationships, thriving and innovative behaviors at work. Although we did not specifically assess psychological contract, our study suggests that trust in one's employer creates a psychological contract that augments generative relationships with colleagues (i.e., connectivity). This connectivity in relationships between colleagues in an organization is an important factor affecting individual's thriving, which, in turn, facilitates innovative behaviors in the workplace.
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS
Our study is not without limitations. Using structured survey and self-reports may lead common method bias. It may be argued that employees may espouse theory about the work context and psychological conditions that enable innovative behaviors and thus respond in kind. We have taken several steps to alleviate this concern and performed tests in order to evaluate the extent to which this common method bias problem is severe in the current study. First, our data were collected at two different points in time to attempt to mitigate this problem (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff (2003) . Second, we carried out a confirmatory factor analysis (i.e., the Harman one-factor test) on all items constituting the research measures of the model. The results of this analysis showed clear support for the distinction of the constructs in our model, indicating that no dominant factor has emerged and thus may suggest that response biases may not be severe. Third, we further tested whether there are differences in the level of innovative work behaviors that can be attributed to demographic characteristics (considered as stable and objective data) such as age, tenure and education, and found no significant differences. The only difference we found is between women and men. Fourth, we have tested whether the data were inflated and thus generate problems of multicollinearity. The results of this test indicate that none of the independent variables had VIFs greater than the stringent cutoff of 2.5 (the more lenient cutoff is 10) (cf. Belsley, Kuh, & Welsch, 1980) . Hence, while we cannot rule out the possibility of common method bias, the aforementioned procedures and tests indicate that this issue is not severe in this study. Nevertheless, future research should further alleviate this concern by employing objective measures of innovative work behaviors or at least relevant others' assessments of innovative behavior.
A second limitation is that we did not have a more extensive set of control variables. It is possible that one or more of our constructs could be susceptible to social desirability bias. Furthermore, while we did include a dummy variable for the creativity required in the types of jobs employees held, we had no measure of creative climate. Although we believe that trust and connectivity are key elements of a creative climate, we acknowledge that a creative climate includes other factors such as the organizational values around creative behavior, the evaluation process, rewards for creative output, and group/peer support. Future research should control for these broader elements of creative climate.
A third limitation is the issue of causality. Innovative work behaviors may contribute to people's thriving because creative work tends to be more fun and nonroutine. It may also be the case that when people are thriving at work, they enable more trust and connectivity with those with whom they work. Future research should explore more thoroughly the nature of causality, and the causal direction we argue is inherent to our model, by conducting longitudinal analyses where all variables are measured at multiple points in time. This would clarify the nature of the causal relationships among the variables.
Except for gender, we did not find significant effect of demographic characteristics on innovative behaviors. Our study indicates that men tend to be more engaged in innovative behaviors. This may be explained by the work context in which participants work and the norms and expectations set up by their managers. It might be that in the Israeli cultural context that men are expected to be more innovative at work. This issue, however, needs further research attention in other settings.
MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS
Today's work environment requires more ingenuity and fresh ideas from employees. From new product ideas to better ways to respond to customer needs, to improvements in processes in the workplace, employers demand more of their employees' creativity and innovation (Leana & Barry, 2000; Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weingart, 2001) . Organizations can no longer survive by doing more of the same. While we often hear about the impressive benefits and perks that companies like Google or SAS offer their employees to motivate creative and innovative behaviors, this research suggests that there may be cheaper and more sustainable ways to enable employee innovative behaviors. Generative relationships that enable human thriving at work (i.e., learning and vitality) are less expensive alternatives than high priced gourmet meals, workplace concierges, or in-house masseuses.
Other research suggests that younger employees may expect if not demand more opportunities to thrive in their work. Recent commentaries on "millennial" Black employees (those born before 1980) suggest they are looking for work to be a place where they are appreciated and enabled to thrive but not at the expense of their home life or interests. Younger employees may be less interested in career advancement and more concerned with opportunities to grow and developwhile having fun at the same time. Thus, these findings on thriving in relation to innovative behavior provide some insights for companies on how to respond to the needs of younger employees.
APPENDIX 1
Items used to measure the study variables Items measuring employee innovative work behaviors (Alpha = 0.92) I seek out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or product ideas at work I generate creative ideas at work I promote and champion ideas to others at work I investigate and secure funds needed to implement new ideas 
